Identifying the attributes of policy research organizations (PROs) associated with their success in the policy process is a very important task. Having the answer could help guide the way PROs organize their policy research, staffing, and communications to be more effective. Similarly, supporters of PRO development in transitional and less developed countries could better structure their assistance programs to such organizations. This paper presents a quantitative analysis of factors associated with PROs in transition and developing countries being successful in the policy arena. The analysis employs a unique data set using responses from a survey of policy community participants in 19 countries on the effectiveness of 34 PROs. Five dimensions of success are analyzed. A principal finding is that it is possible to establish statistically significant relationships between indicators of PRO success, on the one hand, and the attributes of policy research organizations, the way the operate, and the environments in which they operate, on the other.
INTRODUCTION
Identifying the attributes of policy research organizations (PROs) that are associated with their success in the policy process is a very important task. "Success" in this context is a strong reputation for being constructively engaged in multiple ways in the policy process. Knowing the salient attributes could help guide the way PROs organize their policy research, staffing, and communications to be more effective. Similarly, supporters of PRO development in transitional and less developed countries could better structure their assistance programs to such organizations. Substantially because of data limitations and definitional issues, little statistical analysis of success has been undertaken to date. This paper presents results of exploratory research on the topic for transition and developing countries; this is a cross-country, cross-institution analysis. More specifically, the analysis relates a PRO's perceived performance in the policy arena to variables indicating its capacity for research and communications, the focus of its work, the kinds of communications strategies and practices it employs, and the environment in which it operates, e.g., the extent of press freedom.
This work has a specific place within the large literature on PROs, a group that includes both think tanks and research advocacy organizations, i.e., advocacy NGOs that take an evidence-based approach to advancing their causes. The literature is dominated by attention to think tanks. To maintain focus, we omit several classes of literature in setting the stage: (a) the limited number of in-depth case studies that examine the role of one or more think tanks in the development and adoption of a particular policy; sometimes these include the influence of the results of social experiments (e.g., Pautz, 2008) ; (b) histories or overviews of individual think tanks (e.g. Solow, 2008; Talbot, n.d.) ; and, (c) edited volumes presenting overviews of the structure of the think tank industry in each of a number of countries (e.g., McGann and Weaver, 2000; Weaver and Stares, 2001; Stone and Denham, 2004) .
One research direction on think tanks in industrialized countries has been the analysis of the roles and performance of think tanks in the policy development process in a particular country. These often include identification of those institutions rated as successful in terms of policy influence and a qualitative analysis of why they are influential. Interviews with policymakers and counts of media citations figure prominently (Rich, 2004; Abelson, 2002) .
A notable entry in this literature is the analysis by Hird (2005) , who surveyed 750 U.S. state legislators to obtain their views on the impact of non partisan policy analysis organizations on policymaking in their states. Using information on characteristics of state-funded PROs and legislators' ratings using regression analysis, he found strong association between the size and type of policy research these organizations undertook and legislators' assessment of the utility of PROs' analyses.
The literature for transition and developing nations is more limited but more relevant because Western PROs such as those studied by Hird are generally larger, better resourced, and operate in policy environments that are more open to input from policy research organizations. 1 This literature has had three primary directions. The first are region-level monographs that qualitatively assess PROs' policy effectiveness in a region. Struyk's (1999) book covering four countries in Eastern Europe and the Commonwealth of Independent States, for example, relies on the views of a sample of policymakers in each country to make assessments. The second line consists of "good practice" studies which highlight strong research, communications, and administrative practices internationally or in specific regions that evolving PROs can emulate (Lusthaus et al., 2002; Struyk, 2006) . A new entry is an edited volume of essays highlighting success stories in the research-to-policy cycle with a goal of establishing PROs as credible contributors to evidence-based policy development (Kosak et al., 2010) .
Third, and most relevant in this context, is a series of cross institution and cross country studies of successfully introducing policy research results into the policy process, the so-called "bridging research-to-policy" studies (e.g., Carden, 2009; Court and Young, 2006; Lavis et al., 2003; Woelk et al., 2009) . Results from these studies are employed in formulating hypotheses for this analysis.
To our knowledge, our analysis is the first of this type, and we view it as frankly exploratory in nature. The central hypothesis is that statistically significant relationships can be established between PRO qualities and actions and conditions in the countries in which they operate, on the one hand, and positive views on PROs' success by those in the policy community.
"Success" is broader than positively influencing the adoption of a specific policy supported by a PRO's research. A PRO may be viewed as a strong policy community member if its senior staff advise government officials or serve on parliamentary committees considering policy issues, the organization may organize productive roundtable discussions of prominent issues although it does not have new research to present, or it may help build coalitions of nonprofits to support policy changes on topics where it has not done research. Activities such as these influence public perceptions of an organization beyond the quality of its research and the ways in which it is communicated, although it is likely that a policy research organization that is strongly positively viewed in the policy community does these tasks well.
The balance of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 defines more fully the concept of Policy Research Organizations. Section 3 describes the data available for the analysis, defines the measures of "success" employed, and sets out a series of hypotheses about the country conditions and PRO attributes associated with success. It also discusses a prominent methodological issue that arises in analyzing success across countries. Section 4 presents the results of estimating cross-country and within country regression models where success indicators are the dependent variables. Section 5 discusses an issue raised by our data and compares the findings from research-to-policy studies with those of the estimated models. Section 6 offers some conclusions.
POLICY RESEARCH ORGANIZATIONS
PRO is a deliberately broad concept that includes advocacy-research organizations that emphasize an evidence-based approach to their advocacy work as well as think tanks, which often have the same goals as the advocacy organizations but generally employ more sophisticated analytic techniques and devote a smaller resource share to advocacy. Conceptually, one can place such organizations along two continua. One is for advocacy and communication that has at one end delivering a research report to a client and posting it on the organization's web site, and at the other end developing a specific communications plan for the findings, tailoring products to the different audiences to be reached, and building a coalition of NGOs to advocate adoption of the recommendations. The second continuum is for research that at one end has simply putting data from secondary sources in good order and making points based on it, and at the other end conducting sophisticated statistical analysis to validate causal relations, for example, between program design features and participation rates. While the two types of organizations tend to cluster at certain points along the two continua, there is a wide scatter; and, members of both groups can, for individual projects at least, be found everywhere along each continuum.
The PROs included in this analysis have some characteristics in common. With the exception of one government-supported research-training institute, all 34 organizations are non profits. Secondly, all are participating in one of two research-advocacy projects that document government service delivery performance in the health, education, and water sectors with the goal of increasing accountability.
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Public expenditure tracking surveys (PETS) are a commonly 2 The programs were being executed by the Global Development Network and the Results for Development Institute. The baseline evaluation reports are Struyk, Damon, Haddaway (2009 and . 3 employed method, for example. Both programs provide training in research techniques as a principal component. Participating organizations revealed their interest in this kind of research by going through a quite demanding application process. This description makes clear that the sample is not representative of the PRO community in transition and developing countries. It is nevertheless suited to testing our central hypothesis. Table 1 provides some basic information on the 34 PROs in this analysis. (The source of the sample is described below.) The differences among the organizations included in the projects are striking. Half self-classify themselves as think tanks or Research NGOs, but a quarter are Advocacy NGOs and the balance other organizational types. Similarly, 32 percent classify their advocacyresearch work mix as 75 percent or more advocacy, while 39 percent classify it as 75 percent or more research. The type of work these PROs do, in terms of the rigor of their analysis, mirrors this pattern.
The distribution of full time employees is interesting: on average, PROs have 28 total staff, four of which are communications/PR staff. Because it is common for these organizations to engage researchers on a part-time basis, the actual relative research capacity is understated in the figures. We show figures on full-time staff because our experience is that PROs' capacity beyond simple project execution is carried primarily by full-time staff. Lastly, it is notable that about 40 percent of included PROs have operated for less than 10 years. It is probable that after a decade even comparatively small PROs should have established a niche in the policy development process; so a clear majority of the included organizations are established players. The diversity of study PROs is expected to facilitate the statistical analysis.
STRUCTURING THE ANALYSIS

Data Assembled
The analysis focuses on how PRO performance is perceived by policy community members. Therefore, a survey of the overall community is needed, not one of just one or two components such as senior government officials or MPs.
The primary data source for this analysis is the Policy Community Survey (PCS) conducted for 34 organizations in 19 countries with a total of 507 responses. (Countries are listed in Annex B.) This survey gathers information on how someone involved in policy views the intensity of use of evidence and analysis in the policy process and the effectiveness of a particular PRO in the process. The questionnaire was piloted in 2007 in two countries and the revised version was used in the studies from which our data come. Two identical PCSs were conducted in 2009 as baseline surveys for evaluations of PRO-capacity building programs. The projects worked with 15 and 20 PROs, respectively. (The PCS was conducted for 34 rather than 35 PROs because one was conducting a conflicting survey.) Survey respondents were identified by participating PROs and were composed of (a) persons who occupy official positions at the national and local level in the sector(s) where the organization is active (e.g., education or health); (b) leaders of NGOs in the topic areas on which the PRO was working; and, (c) other relevant professionals involved in the local policy process, such as journalists, educators, business leaders, and persons at international organizations like the World Bank. Each PRO compiled a list of 30-40 persons to include in the survey. The potential bias of PRO selecting respondents is recognized, but the evaluation team did not have detailed knowledge of the local policy market in these countries and the resources were not available to engage a local policy expert to identify PCS respondents. Therefore, participating PROs were asked to nominate respondents. (Information on the distribution of responses is provided below.)
A respondent could be queried in any of three ways, depending on which method was recommended by each PRO: most commonly via an email sent by the evaluator, NORC; the PRO delivering a hard-copy questionnaire to targeted respondents; or the PRO organizing an in-person interview with the respondent. 4, 5 PROs recommended the method that would most likely succeed in getting a completed interview; e.g., many senior officials are unlikely to participate in an eSurvey. At the same time PROs were aware that resources from project organizers for in-person interviews were limited. NORC did the initial two rounds of follow-up with respondents for the eSurvey, but then asked the local organization to continue if necessary. eSurveys were sent to 959 possible respondents, 105 surveys were delivered to respondents by PROs, and 217 inperson interviews were attempted. The two projects employed somewhat different incentives for PROs to help in completing interviews. In the end, a total 3 There is some evidence from other contexts that there may be little consistency in the perceptions of different stakeholder groups. Friedlander and Pickle (1968) had this result when they examined 97 small businesses, in particular the views of employees, owners, clients, suppliers and creditors on employee, owner, and societal fulfillment. This means that establishing relationships with diverse respondentas may be particularly challenging. 4 NORC provided PROs with a separate sealed envelope for each respondent which was delivered to the respondent. When the form had been completed, the respondent placed it in an envelope supplied by NORC, sealed it, and wrote her name across the seal. The sealed envelopes were returned in a batch to NORC. 5 NORC developed a training manual for use by the interviewers. Because the questionnaire had been designed to be self-administered and is very simple, no real training on how to use it was needed. Local partners were to hire persons not on their staff as interviewers so that the respondent would not be reluctant to be fully open in their answers. of 507 interviews were completed. The number of 'completes' ranged from 4 to 33 among the 34 PROs. The variance in responses is attributed primarily to the energy that PROs devoted to encouraging respondents to complete the form or take an interview. The overall response rate was 39.6 percent. This compares with a response rate of 25 percent for Hird's mail out survey.
The PCS was complemented by a quite detailed survey of the activities of the participating PROs. Information obtained included how the organization rated itself in terms of the relative emphasis on research versus advocacy, its size (budget, staff), the type and number of products it uses (both written and events) and its procedures for targeting audiences, and the rigor and coverage of its quality control process, and several other areas. Lastly, information was assembled for the 19 countries from several cross country governance and related indices and economic status indicators.
Hypotheses About Success Determinants
Many factors can affect how well PROs succeed in producing strong analysis and communicating their results to policymakers and other members of the policy community. The results of the bridging research-to-policy case studies by Court and Young (2006) provided a good source of hypotheses for the analysis. The success concept defined above is clearly broader than achieving a "policy success," but one expects a PRO that achieves policy successes to be more positively viewed within the policy community. The findings of the Court and Young (2006) analysis of 50 research-to-policy case studies for the research-topolicy findings are very briefly summarized below in three blocks. Each of these factors was found to be associated with success.
A. Context: institutional and policy environment 1. Access to data, press freedom, open political system 2. Policymaker demand; reasonable incidence of high level political commitment 3. Stable political environments B. Evidence: credibility and communication 1. Credibility: policy relevance; solution is likely to work, especially when results of pilot are available; analysis source is trusted-wellestablished institution, major organization 2. Communication and packaging: strong communications strategy, tailoring the message and products; successfully building coalitions C. Links: influence and Legitimacy 1. Continuing close relations among research, policy, implementation and monitoring communities 2. Building informal networks around projects or programs.
Based on these points and other inputs, we formulated a series of hypotheses that appear in six groups summarized below. After each statement is a notation indicating which of the Court-Young findings relate to the hypotheses. At this level of generalization, clear expectations on the direction of relationships are difficult to define.
1. Mission -organizations that place a higher emphasis on advocacy will devote more resources to communicating results and building coalitions to advance positions in the policy arena, and they are more likely to be perceived as effective. On the other hand, some in the policy community will place greater weight on analytic quality and see think tanks as more effective. C&Y: B1, B2 2. Focus -PROs' choice of clients, ranging from persons in senior government agency positions to leaders of advocacy NGOs, affects how well they succeed in promoting certain policies and on their perceived effectiveness. The choice of concentrating on government officials or MPs may be particularly important. The broader the range of persons worked with, the more likely an organization is to be recognized as active and possibly effective in the policy arena. C&Y: C1, C2 3. Capacity -larger organizations have more opportunity for specialization. One dimension is in having a communications or public relations staff with relevant training. Another aspect of 'capacity' is the ability to work on current policy issues. PROs with a larger share of their budget in unrestricted funds have an advantage. Also, it takes some years for a new PRO to develop credibility in the policy community; so a PRO's age can be important. Older PROs can, however, fail to keep abreast of analytic and communications developments or to maintain ties among policymakers and lose respect among their peers. C&Y: B1, B2 4. Communications strategy -more successful organizations develop their plans early in a project's life so that products and events are geared to informing the most important audiences, are attuned to the public's interest in certain issues, have a good reputation for communicating its mission and interests, and select appropriate communication vehicles. PROs with more inclusive programs, i.e., events more open to the public and frequent, substantive postings on their web sites, may develop respect among policy community members. C&Y: B2, C1 5. Environment -political freedom, including freedom of the press, and strong governance facilitate strong analysis through data access and permit open discussion of options. Richer countries have more resources to devote to policy development and possibly better developed channels for receiving input from PROs. It is unclear how this affects perceptions of PROs' efficacy. C&Y: A1, A2, A3 6. Research quality -the policy community can tell the difference between strong and weak analysis and those producing more rigorous work are viewed as being more effective in the policy arena. The strength and coverage of quality control systems are used as proxies for analytic rigor in the absence of critical product reviews. C&Y: B1
More refined hypotheses in each area are stated in the first column of Table 2 where they are defined in terms of the variables available to test them. They remain fairly broad, however, as they are not specific to each of the five dependent variables. The second table column gives each variable's definition, the third provides a short name for each, and the last presents the mean value. Data for these variables are drawn from the baseline survey completed by PROs and the policy community survey.
Analysis Structure
A key estimation issue concerns how to control for differences in the local policymaking environments in which PROs operate so that the role of PRO characteristics can be identified. In principle including variables measuring the quality of governance and the extent to which the country is a liberal democracy in the regression models should do this. However, if the responses of those in the policy community on PRO performance (the dependent variable) take into account the environment, then two effects may result. First, these control variables will be insignificant in cross-country estimates because respondents have already made the adjustment. Second, cross-country comparability is diminished because the ratings of PRO performance are not made on the same scale. An analogy might be made with grading high school student essays. A student in her own school may receive high marks but get a much lower grade on a national exam. Variables explaining strong performance at the school level are likely to differ from those explaining the variance in pooled school scores. To test for the possibility that pooling PCS-based success scores across countries affects the identification of success determinants we estimate models for two PRO populations: (a) all PROs across all countries, and (b) PROs in two individual countries (India and Uganda). Countries for the second analysis were selected balancing two considerations: (1) the presence of several PROs that were the subject of a PCS so that there would be sufficient diversity among them to avoid numerous dummy independent variables being omitted from the regression models because they have the same value for all PROs, and (2) a sufficiently large number of completed PCS interviews.
The unit of observation is a rating by a respondent for the PCS. The first sample includes all PCS responses across all participating organizations. So there are 507 observations for the analysis; for some models the number is smaller because not all respondents answered all questions. The second set of samples includes all the responses for two countries: for the Uganda case, there are four included PROs and 42 completed PCS questionnaires; for India there are four PROs and 59 questionnaires.
The independent variables used in the analysis are listed in Table 2 . Those defined for a participating country have the same value for all PCS responses from the country in which the PRO is located. Models were estimated using the ordered logit procedure. The dependent variables used are described in Table 3 . 
STATISTICAL RESULTS
The cross-country regression models are presented first and then those for India and Uganda. Note that we ran many more models than what is presented here. The models presented were chosen for their predictive power, and the variables included in each model represent those that were most consistently significant.
Cross-Country Results
The results of the final ordered logit models for each of the five dependent variables are shown in Table 4 . All models are highly statistically significant and have pseudo R-square values in the 0.2-0.3 range, as anticipated for models estimated with such micro data. We identified some relationships between perceived performance and PRO attributes. The independent variables are listed in the table in the same order as they appear in the hypothesis list in Table 2 . Interestingly, organizations that see themselves as heavily advocacy-oriented (ADVO1) are rated as 0.8 points less effective than others as a source of research (RSCH) and 0.5 points less than others in effectiveness in the budget process (BUDGET), after taking other factors into account, and both are significant. The distances between cutoff points 6 2 and 3 are about 3 points and 2.5 points, respectively, in the RSCH and BUDGET models. This implies that ADVO1 has a substantial effect after controlling for other factors. 6 The models can be read as if they were typical OLS regression models estimating continuous dependent variables, Y*. The cutoff points provide estimated boundary points of the actual categorical dependent variable, Y. This is best described by example: in the model for RSCH in Table 4 , observations with Y*<-3.188 have a predicted Y value of 1 (i.e. RSCH= Not at all); observations with -3.188<Y*<-0. Some of the most consistently significant variables with large coefficients are the dummy variables for respondents' ratings of their knowledge of an organization (KNOW1) and their view that the organization is working on high priority policy questions (PRIORITY1). Respondents give high ratings to organizations that they know well and that they think work on high priority issues; this makes sense because they would only invest in acquiring additional information on an organization that provided a good return on their effort. While knowledge of the organization and the rating of whether it is working on priority policy questions are logically related, they have independently significant effects in the models. Generally, the highest rating for PRIORITY1 increases the value of the dependent variable by about one full point after controlling for other factors, a substantial effect in light of the distance between the cutoff values. This result is consistent with Court and Young's (2006) analysis, which showed that policymaker demand is key to getting research used in the policy process: research on priority issues is more likely to be used than other findings.
The results for organizations' capacity as indicated by their staff size (SIZE) and the number of PR staff are generally contrary to expectations. In the two models where SIZE is significant, the coefficient is negative but small. This may signal that after some number of staff, controlling for other factors, organizations become less agile in the overall policy process-perhaps taking their influence somewhat for granted. It may also signal that as organizations grow the ability of a charismatic leader to substitute partially for management systems diminishes. Similarly, the negative coefficient values for PR were unexpected and indicate diminishing returns. The authors have seen multiple cases where a PRO's communications effectiveness was dramatically improved through hiring one PR professional; hiring the second may well have sharply lower, even negative returns.
On the other hand, the results for the variables in the "communications strategy" group are generally in line with expectations. Organizations given the highest rating for consulting with the public (CONSULT), including advocacy NGOs, are consistently rated as being more effective in policy arena. The coefficients for three dependent variables (POLREC, RSCH and BUDGET) range between 0.70 and 0.92, large given the distances between the cutoff points. Similarly, the highest rating of the quality of an organization's communicating its mission and findings has a significant and large impact on RSCH, PUBPOL, and ACCOUNT.
Against this, the practices of formulating project-level communications strategies early in the project cycle (EARLY) and involving the relevant participants in the planning (COMTEAM) have no effect or actually a large, significant negative effect in one case (POLREC) that we cannot explain.
Organizations with strong quality control practices for their policy research products (QC2) are not perceived by the policy community to offer better policy recommendations, research products or otherwise to be more effective.
Lastly, some effects of the variation in the environment in which these organizations operate are captured by two independent variables-those for freedom of the press as rated by Freedom House (FHPRESS) and government effectiveness as scored in the World Governance Index (WGIeffect). Both of these variables are continuous, rather than the dummy variable specification used for most other variables in the models. FHPRESS, whose values for the included countries range from 32 to 74 on a scale from 0 to 100 with higher values indicating greater freedom, has significant effects in four of five models after controlling for other factors. In all cases, PROs are more effective where press freedom is rated as greater. WGIeffect measures the quality of (a) public services, the capacity of the civil service and its independence from political pressures; and (b) the quality of policy formulation. The scale is from -2.5 to 2.5 with higher values indicating stronger performance (see Annex). This variable has statistically significant effects in two models, POLREC and PUBPOL. In both cases the effect is negative. One interpretation of this finding is that as a government's abilities in policy formulation and program administration improve, the standard for PRO effectiveness is raised, i.e., it is more difficult for PROs to be rated as being major contributors in the policy research arena.
Hird's findings in a similar analysis for a class of U.S. PROs are somewhat different, possibly because there are important differences in variable definitions. His two primary independent variables were PRO capacity, measured by the number of policy analysts, and a "work typology" where a PRO's analysis was characterized by a three-level variable that ranged from "mostly descriptive work, with little or no in-depth analysis" to "significant on-going policy analysis capacity." Both variables had a consistent, highly significant positive relationship to various measures of strong performance as rated by legislators. SIZE in our analysis corresponds roughly to Hird's number-of-analysts variable, but they have opposite signs. On the other hand, ADVO1 signals weaker analysis and it has a consistently negative effect on performance ratings, in the same way that stronger analysis by U.S. PROs has a large positive effect.
In terms of the hypothesis stated earlier that respondents' ratings took into account the environment in which PROs operate in completing the questionnaire, the results suggest that this was not fully the case. Policy environment conditions do have important independent effects. 
Within Country Results
Tables 5-7 present estimated ordered-logit models for India and Uganda. To facilitate comparisons, each of the three tables shows in three columns the results of the models estimated for sample PROs in all countries and for PROs only in India and only in Uganda.
Results are only presented for three of the five dependent variables defined earlier: ACCOUNT, BUDGET, and RSCH. These dependent variables were selected because their estimated models are stronger than for the other two variables, PUBPOL and POLREC, which were quite weak. In general the models for the individual countries are not as robust as the multi-country ones, presumably because of the much smaller sample sizes used to estimate them. The Uganda ACCOUNT model is only marginally significant, for example. On the other hand, however, the explanatory power of the single-country models is often greater than for the pooled models, particularly for BUDGET and RSCH. 3.432 3.500 3.279 * p<0.1 ** p<0.05 *** p<0.01 a. There were no observations where RSCH=1, so a cutoff point cannot be computed.
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Nonprofit Policy Forum, Vol. 2 [2011 ], Iss. 1, Art. 4 DOI: 10.2202 /2154 -3348.1021 Considering the results for ACCOUNT first, one sees differences between the country and pooled models as well as similarities. Several differences stand out:
 A PRO with a strong advocacy orientation (ADVO1) is more likely to be effective in holding government accountable in the Indian model, perhaps because of India's lively media. This is not the case for the pooled results.  In Uganda, PROs that focus on working with government officials (GOV) are more effective than others, while in the pooled results those working with such officials are viewed as less effective.  In India, older PROs are rated as more effective, holding other factors constant, presumably because they have had more time to build policy networks.  Somewhat surprisingly, the communications variables constructed from respondents' high ratings of a PRO consulting with the public (CONSULT) and communicating its activities, mission and findings (COMMWELL) are not significant in the single country models but are in the pooled models. One explanation is that within these two countries, as with many transition and developing countries, holding government accountable may be more effectively done quietly than through mobilization of interested parties.
There is one strong similarity in the results between the pooled and individual countries: How well respondents know an organization (KNOW1, KNOW2) powerfully affects a PRO's ratings. As stated earlier, presumably respondents are only investing their time in learning about a PRO if they think it produces useful information and analyses. Turning now to PROs' effectiveness in the budget process (BUDGET), one is struck by the differences between results for the two countries as well as differences with the pooled model results. In both the pooled and Uganda models, advocacy-oriented organizations (ADVO2) are rated as significantly less effective than more research-oriented PROs; the quantitative effect in Uganda is very large; in terms of the distance between the cutoff values the effect is large enough to drop an organization from the third to the first cutoff point. There is no consistent effect in India after controlling for other factors.
In Uganda two PRO attributes-age and size-are significant and have very large coefficients. While longer established PROs are rated as more effective in the budget process, larger ones are rated as significantly less effective. This result suggests that as organizations become particularly large, they take on other roles and responsibilities that lessen their effectiveness in this area where detailed analysis is often very important. In contrast to this pattern, consulting widely with the public (CONSULT) increases effectiveness in India. The only factor where the results are consistently significant across all three models is that PROs rated highly for working on the most policy relevant topics are effective in the budget process
The results of the models for ratings of the value of a PRO's research (RSCH) are quite robust and the models differ substantially from each other. For example, in the pooled model strongly advocacy-oriented PROs were significantly more effective; this is not consistently a factor in Uganda and India, after controlling for other factors.
In the Indian results, effectiveness ratings depend on the position of the rater (POS1 to POS5): national government officials, senior advisors to them, and MPs all give higher ratings than others to the usefulness of PRO-produced research. This may well reflect careful targeting of research results to individuals in these positions. Also, institution age and size are both highly significant in this model. In this case, as opposed to the results for BUDGET, both variables have negative effects, suggesting older and bigger organizations are less agile and perhaps less committed to effectively delivering research results to the policy community.
Several communications variables are significant in each of the three models. The variable indicating PRO success in communicating its activities and findings (COMWELL) is significant and positive in all three. Being viewed as effectively consulting with the public (CONSULT) is significant in the crosscountry and India models. In the Uganda model, two variables indicating PROs' strong use of meetings with senior officials to advance policy ideas (COMSTRAT1, COMSTRAT2) have very large effects. Although these variables are only marginally significant, they suggest that in Uganda policy influence is generally more of an "insiders' game" than in India.
DISCUSSION
This section discusses one methodological issue and then compares the findings presented above with those from the research-to-policy literature.
An obvious issue is the selection of PCS respondents by the PROs they are asked to comment upon. There is a strong temptation to select respondents whom the PRO believes view its work favorably. As shown in Table 2 , there was substantial variance among responses; so the "favorable selection effect" may have been to shift the whole distribution upward rather than skew it toward highly positive responses. Another possibility is that only some PROs were biased in respondent selection. The mixing of responses about the two types PROs could significantly affect the estimated model results. At this point we have no way of identifying any biases. We are beginning a new monitoring project where a third 24 Nonprofit Policy Forum, Vol. 2 [2011 ], Iss. 1, Art. 4 DOI: 10.2202 /2154 -3348.1021 party in each country will identify respondents for some of the same PROs, and we should be able to contrast the results.
How do the results of analyzing perceived PRO success on several dimensions of policy participation compare with findings from the research-topolicy literature? For some areas included by Court and Young (2006) , the data set used in this study does not contain parallel information. These include what they label as the "political process," e.g., high level political commitment, international interactions, and the importance of donors. The results referred to below are for the cross-country models.
The political environment in which PROs operate, meaning being able to gather evidence freely and to assess and communicate results openly, was found by both studies to have a strong influence on policy adoption and a PRO's perceived success.
Court and Young also found "credibility and communication" to be important. More specifically they state that relevance, credibility, and provision of solutions are key dimensions (p.450). The results presented above are highly consistent with this point. Relevance is associated with the PRO working on priority issues (PRIORITY1) and credibility with how well the respondent knows an organization (KNOW1), with the assumption being that people invest time in learning more about an organization if they think it is producing good work. Research quality is a positive factor, especially when it conveys results of pilot projects, in the research-to-policy findings. Our analysis used the strength of quality control procedures (QC) as a proxy for quality; and it was consistently insignificant, possibly due to measurement error.
The research-to-policy results also show that ongoing PRO dialog with policymakers and collaborating with networks and policy communities are important factors for policy adoption. In our analysis the corresponding variables are for consulting with the public on policy issues (CONSULT) and having a strong reputation for communicating its activities and findings (COMMWELL). Both of these variables are consistently and highly significant.
Regarding communications, Court and Young find that policymaker uptake of recommendations is more likely if "there has been a clear communications strategy throughout the research process" and "how the research is transmitted and packaged to make it palatable to policy makers" (p. 452). In contrast, in our analysis the statistical results for variables on when and how communications strategies were developed were consistently insignificant, possibly because of differences in accepted communications practices across countries. In Ghana, for example, PROs use the media to pressure policymakers and get their attention, whereas in many other countries small meetings with senior policymakers are often viewed as a very effective approach to informing and influencing them.
In sum, there is substantial but far from universal general correspondence between the findings of the research-to-policy analysis and the determinants-ofsuccess analysis presented here.
CONCLUSIONS
The principal finding of this work is that it is possible to establish significant statistical relationships between measures of PRO performance, attributes, and conditions in the policy markets where they operate. The specific factors associated with a PRO's strong rating by members of the policy community depend on the dimension of performance being addressed and which country or group of countries' PROs are being analyzed. This is as one might anticipate, i.e., attributes that garner strong ratings for research usefulness may well not be those that are effective in holding government accountable. A clear example is whether a PRO defines itself as being much more concerned with advocacy than with research. In the two models estimated with data pooled from many countries where the variable is significant, the effect is negative. But in the Uganda and India models the findings are more mixed, e.g., having a strong advocacy orientation has a significantly positive effect in India in holding government accountable for public expenditure quality. Hence, broad generalizations on what makes an effective policy research organization may be inaccurate for a specific country.
The exploratory nature of this analysis is stressed, the ability to establish some relationships notwithstanding. Both sides of many of the hypotheses outlined in Table 2 have strong proponents. Additional analysis of larger, especially single country, data sets may yet provide a clearer answer to the question posed in the title of this article.
ANNEX A. GOVERNANCE INDEX DEFINITIONS
Freedom House: Freedom in the World. This index is based on categories drawn from the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. It provides a rating from 1-7 with 1 representing the highest degree of freedom and 7 the lowest level of freedom. Regional experts use a broad range of sources of informationincluding foreign and domestic news reports, academic analyses, nongovernmental organizations, think tanks, individual professional contacts, and visits to the region to provide ratings for a checklist of 10 political rights questions and 15 civil liberties questions. For the purposes of analysis, the rating was flipped and adjusted to 0-100, with 100 representing the highest degree of freedom.
Political Rights sub-score measures the ability to:
 Participate freely in the political process;  Vote freely in legitimate elections;  Have representatives that are accountable to them;
Civil Liberties sub-score measures the ability to:
 Exercise freedoms of expression and belief;  Be able to freely assemble and associate;
 Have access to an established and equitable system of rule of law;  Have social and economic freedoms, including equal access to economic opportunities and the right to hold private property. Freedom House: Freedom of the Press This index is based on article 19 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the right to freedom of opinion and expression. Countries are given a total score from 0 (best) to 100 (worst) on the basis of a set of 23 methodology questions divided into three subcategories of: the legal environment, the political environment, and the economic environment. Regional experts reach their conclusions after gathering information from professional contacts in a variety of countries, staff and consultant travel, international visitors, the findings of human rights and press freedom organizations, specialists in geographic and geopolitical areas, the reports of governments and multilateral bodies, and a variety of domestic and international news media. For the purposes of analysis, the rating was flipped so that 100 represents the highest degree of freedom. World Wide Governance Indices These indices consist of an aggregation of a data sources drawn from a diverse variety of survey institutes, think tanks, nongovernmental organizations, and international organizations. These sources are 27 aggregated to provide a rating of -2.5 to 2.5 and countries' percentile ranking is provided for easy comparison.
Voice and Accountability: measures the extent to which a country's citizens are able to participate in selecting their government, as well as freedom of expression, freedom of association, and a free media.
Government Effectiveness: measures the quality of public services, the capacity of the civil service and its independence from political pressures; and the quality of policy formulation. 
